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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-10 and 18-30 were cancelled. Claims 31-36 were newly added. 
Claims 11-17 and 31-36 are pending. 

The examiner assumes that the applicant agrees with any well-known prior art 
statements and/or rejections made by the examiner in the previous office action(s) that 
were not argued. Any objections or rejections not repeated below for record are 
withdrawn due to applicant's amendments and/or arguments. 

Response to Arguments 

The examiner has considered applicant's arguments which clarify what 
applicant's definition of a "path closure set" is. The objection of the specification to the 
definition of a path closure set is withdrawn in light of applicant's clarification. However, 
in light of this clarification, the previous office action's indication of allowable subject 
matter is withdrawn upon further consideration of the definition and the prior art. See 
below for new rejections. Any inconvenience is regretted. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 15 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 15 is 
missing a transition phrase after the preamble which makes the wording of the claim 
seems awkward. The examiner believes applicant meant to recite "wherein" before 
"determining" in line 1. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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Claims 11-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

1 . As per claim 1 1 , the first limitation as recited in lines 3-8 is indefinite. The 

claimed limitation recites locating a plurality of adjacent nodes in a sequence, the 
plurality of adjacent nodes being between a source node and a destination node 
in the network topology. From this, it appears that the source and destination 
node is not part of the sequence because the limitation defines the plurality of 
adjacent nodes in a sequence as being between a source and destination node. 
Then, the limitation goes on to recite that each located node in the sequence 
having at least two adjacent nodes, including a previous node in the sequence 
and a next node in the sequence. As the limitation previously defined a 
sequence as being nodes between a source and destination node, it is unclear 
how each node in the sequence can have at least two adjacent nodes, including 
a previous node in the sequence and a next node in the sequence. Consider a 
network with nodes A, B, C, and D all in a straight line in the order given. A is the 
source and D is the destination. Clearly B and C are in a sequence, but B is 
adjacent to A and C and C is adjacent to B and D. Since A and D aren't 
considered part of the sequence, B and C cannot have at least two adjacent 
nodes, including a previous node in the sequence and a next node in the 
sequence. Claim 1 goes on to recite "for each located node in the sequence: 
determining if the located node is the destination node." At this point, the claim is 
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implying that the located node in the sequence can be the destination node. This 
clearly is a contradiction to the earlier statement of a plurality of nodes in a 
sequence being between a source node and a destination node. A destination 
node if it was part of a sequence cannot be between itself. Also if one were to 
consider the destination as part of the sequence, then from the earlier example 
above, we can see that D cannot have at least two adjacent nodes including a 
previous and next node in the sequence as the destination is the final node and 
the next node is recited as being different than the previous node. The examiner 
will make art rejections using art that is closest to the limitations recited in claim 1 
as possible, though the limitations as recited appear to contradict each other. 

2. Any claims not specifically addressed are rejected by virtue of dependency. 

3. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 11-17 and 31-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Callon (US 6,256,295) in view of Zaumen et a! (US 5,881,243). 
Claim 11: 
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Callon discloses the limitation of locating a plurality of adjacent nodes in a 
sequence, the plurality of adjacent nodes being between a source node and a 
destination node in the network topology, each located node in the sequence having at 
least two adjacent nodes, including a previous node in the sequence and a next node in 
the sequence, wherein for each located node in the plurality of adjacent nodes, the next 
node is different than the previous node (col 2, lines 46-52 and col 3, lines 45-57). 

Callon discloses for each located node in the sequence: determining if the 
located node is the destination node, and if the located node is the destination node, 
then identifying each node in the sequence as being part of a path closure set between 
the source node and the destination node (Fig 6). 

Callon does not explicitly disclose for each located node in the sequence: 
determining if the located node is a loop closure node, and if the located node is a loop 
closure node, then determining if one or more nodes in the sequence that are part of a 
loop path defined by the loop closure node are already designated as being part of the 
path closure set, and if one or more nodes in the sequence that are part of a loop path 
defined by the loop closure node are already designated as being part of the path 
closure set, then designating each node in the loop path as part of the path closure set, 
else designating each node in the path as part of the path closure set if at least a 
designated node in the loop path is subsequently determined to be part of the path 
closure set. 

However, note applicant's definition of a "path closure set" is "a select set of 
nodes between a source node and a destination node" (p7, paragraph 34). Further, 
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Zaumen discloses that at the time applicant's invention was made, there existed known 
methods in the art for finding the shortest distance path from a source node to 
destination node which includes nodes in a loop within the set of nodes between a 
source node and a destination node, i.e. a path closure set (col 1, lines 40-63). This 
reads on the above limitation not met by Callon because if the nodes in a loop contain 
at least one node which was previously or is later identified as part of a path closure set 
and that node is not a loop closure node, then one can traverse the nodes in that loop to 
get to the destination from the source node as long as one exit the loop at some point, 
i.e. via the identified or later identified node which is part of a path closure set. By 
definition, the nodes in the loop, which also meet the above-recited limitation not 
disclosed by Callon, are nodes in a path closure set as they are a select set of nodes 
between a source node and a destination node. 

In light of this, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time applicant's invention was made to modify Callon's invention, using the teachings of 
the prior art as disclosed by Zaumen, according to the limitations recited in claim 1 1 . 
One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to do so as it would allow Callon's 
invention to find the shortest path between a source and destination node among the 
group of non-overlapping paths found by his teachings alone. 
Claim 12: 

Callon and Zaumen do not explicitly disclose wherein locating a plurality of 
adjacent nodes in a sequence includes locating each node in the network topology 
using the sequence. However, this limitation is obvious to Callon and Zaumen's 
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combination invention. As mentioned, one of ordinary skill would have been motivated 
to incorporate Zaumen's teachings of the prior art with Callon because it would allow 
Callon to find the shortest path from a source to destination node. The only way that 
one can know for sure if a path found is the shortest path or not is by locating every 
path from source to destination node by locating each node in the network topology 
using the sequence. 
Claim 13: 

Callon and Zaumen do not explicitly disclose identifying one or more 
enforcement security devices from nodes in the path closure set. However, as 
mentioned in the previous office action, enforcement security devices in a network, i.e. 
firewalls, as well as having to identify them were well known at the time applicant's 
invention was made. Note that Callon and Zaumen's combination invention would be 
used to identify the shortest path between a source and destination node. In networking 
terms, shortest path often means, path with the shortest total transmission time from 
source to destination. When calculating the cost of a transmission path which involves 
an enforcement security device, one must take into consideration any time necessary to 
negotiate security protocols to forward a message through the security device to the 
next node. One cannot do so without identifying which nodes in the path closure set are 
enforcement security devices and what types they are. At the time applicant's invention 
was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
applicant's invention was made to modify Callon and Zaumen's combination invention 
according to the limitations recited in claim 1 3. One of ordinary skill would have been 
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motivated to do so as it would allow Callon and Zaumen's combination invention to 
determine the time cost associated with a transmission link having an enforcement 
security device, which is needed to determine the shortest distance path. 
Claim 14: 

Callon and Zaumen do not explicitly disclose identifying one or more 
enforcement security devices from nodes in the path closure set. However, this 
limitation is the same as what is recited in claim 13 and is rejected for the same 
reasons. Callon and Zaumen do not explicitly disclose implementing a security policy 
on the identified one or more enforcement security devices. However, by definition, 
enforcement security devices have security policies implemented on them or they would 
not be enforcement security devices. 
Claim 15: 

Callon and Zaumen do not explicitly disclose determining that the located node is 
a loop closure node includes determining that the located node was located as a next 
node for at least two other nodes in the sequence. However, the limitation as recited is 
the only way to determine if a node is a loop closure node or not outside of manual 
inspection by a person. Determining if a loop exists and if a node is a loop closure node 
was well known in the art at the time applicant's invention was made. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Callon and Zaumen's 
combination invention according to the limitation recited in claim 15 because it would 
allow for computerized determination of a network topology without human intervention. 
Claim 16: 
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Callon and Zaumen do not disclose wherein designating each node in the loop 
path as part of the path closure set if a designated node in the loop path is subsequently 
determined to be part of the path closures set includes designating each node in the 
loop path as part of the path closure set if one of the at least two nodes in the sequence 
that are adjacent to the loop node is subsequently determined to be part of the path 
closure set. 

However, this limitation is obvious to Callon and Zaumen's combination 
invention. As mentioned, in the teachings of the prior art disclosed by Zaumen, when 
finding the shortest path from a source node to a destination node, sometimes loops 
can be present in the path found. The only way for a loop to have been included in the 
shortest path found from source to destination node was if there was a way to exit the 
loop via a node that was a part of the loop and was part of a non-looping path from the 
source to destination node which was not the node which started the loop in the first 
place, i.e. the loop closure node. This "exit node" can be one of the two nodes that are 
adjacent to the loop closure node or a different node in the set of nodes which form the 
loop excluding the loop closure node itself. Without such a node, an infinite loop would 
occur and there would be no shortest path which includes loops. 
Claim 17: 

Callon and Zaumen do not explicitly wherein locating a plurality of adjacent 
nodes in a sequence includes locating the plurality of nodes using a depth-first 
methodology. However, as mentioned in the previous office action, using a depth-first 
search to locate a plurality of adjacent nodes in a sequence was well known in the art. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to do use a depth-first 
search in Callon and Zaumen's combination invention to locate a plurality of adjacent 
nodes in a sequence because depth-first searches are memory efficient. 
Claims 31, 33, and 35: 

Callon discloses the limitation of identifying a source node and destination node 
for traffic that is to be sent through the network topology (col 3, lines 33-44 and Fig 2). 

Callon does not disclose for each particular node in the network topology, adding 
the particular node to a path closure set for the source node and the destination node if 
the particular node is part of a looping sequence of nodes in which (a) at least one node 
in the looping sequence is already designated as being part of the path closure set and 
(b) the at least one node designated as being part of the path closure set is not also a 
loop closure node for that looping sequence. 

However, as mentioned in claim 11, Zaumen discloses that it was well known in 
the art, methods for finding the shortest path from a source node to destination node 
which includes nodes in a loop within the set of nodes between a source node and a 
destination node, i.e. a path closure set (col 1, lines 40-63). As discussed in claim 11, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time applicant's 
invention was made to modify Callon's invention using the prior art teachings disclosed 
by Zaumen. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to do so for the reasons 
given in claim 11. 

The limitation recited above which is not met by Callon set forth the conditions 
which if true would allow the set of nodes forming the shortest path to include the nodes 
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which forms a loop. If this condition did not exist, then there would be no shortest 
distance path with a loop because an infinite loop would occur. As Zaumen discloses 
that including nodes which form a loop in the set of nodes which form a shortest path is 
possible, this reads on the above limitation not met by Callon. 

Callon and Zaumen do not disclose storing a list of one or more security devices 
that occur in the path closure set. However, security devices being a part of a network 
topology was well known in the art at the time applicant's invention was made. One of 
ordinary skill would have been motivated to have security devices in a network, as it 
would provide security to the network. That said, it is then obvious that if there were 
security devices in the network that Gallon's modified invention would store a list of one 
or more security devices in the path closure set. Note in the flow chart of Figure 6 that 
as Gallon's invention traverses the network to determine paths from the source to 
destination node, nodes which form such paths are added to a PATHS database. If one 
of the nodes which form such a path happens to also be a security device, then that 
node would be added to the PATHS database without consideration for what type of 
node it was. The PATHS database reads on a list of one or more security devices in 
the path closure set because it contains a listing of all nodes in the path closure set, 
including any which also happens to be security devices. 
Claims 32, 34, and 36: 

Callon discloses the limitation of identifying a source node and destination node 
for traffic that is to be sent through the network topology (col 3, lines 33-44 and Fig 2). 
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Callon does not explicitly disclose for each particular node in the network 
topology, adding the particular node to a path closure set for the source node and the 
destination node if the particular node is part of a looping sequence of nodes in which at 
least one node adjacent to a loop closure node for that looping sequence of nodes is 
subsequently identified as being part of the path closure set. 

However, as mentioned in claim 11, Zaumen discloses that it was well known in 
the art, methods for finding the shortest path from a source node to destination node 
which includes nodes in a loop within the set of nodes between a source node and a 
destination node, i.e. a path closure set (col 1, lines 40-63). As discussed in claim 11, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time applicant's 
invention was made to modify Callon's invention using the prior art teachings disclosed 
by Zaumen. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to do so for the reasons 
given in claim 11. 

Because it is possible for a shortest path to include the set of nodes which forms 
a loop, then it is obvious that at least one of the nodes in the set of nodes which forms a 
loop can be used to exit the loop and continue onto the destination node. Whether that 
node is adjacent to the loop closure node or not is arbitrary. Zaumen's disclosure of 
temporary loops in the shortest path set of nodes reads on the above limitation not met 
by Callon. 

Callon and Zaumen do not disclose storing a list of one or more security devices 
that occur in the path closure set. However, security devices being a part of a network 
topology was well known in the art at the time applicant's invention was made. One of 
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ordinary skill would have been motivated to have security devices in a network as it 
would provide security to the network. That said, it is then obvious that if there were 
security devices in the network that Callon's modified invention would store a list of one 
or more security devices in the path closure set. Note in the flow chart of Figure 6 that 
as Callon's invention traverses the network to determine paths from the source to 
destination node, nodes which form such paths are added to a PATHS database. If one 
of the nodes which form such a path happens to also be a security device, then that 
node would be added to the PATHS database without consideration for what type of 
node it was. The PATHS database reads on a list of one or more security devices in 
the path closure set because it contains a listing of all nodes in the path closure set, 
including any which also happens to be security devices. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ponnoreay Pich whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7962. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am-4:30pm Mon-Fri. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kim Vu can be reached on 571-272-3859. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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